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Abstract 
 
Singapore’s regionalization stratagem led to the establishment of industrial parks in China, India and several South-East Asia 
countries. The strategic intent behind these overseas projects was two-fold: exporting Singapore’s competencies such as management 
know-how, technological capabilities and corrupt-free administration to regions where such positive factors were lacking and 
secondly, exploiting comparative advantages that each region had to offer. This paper traces the journey of the technology park at 
Bangalore, India and analyses the upcoming initiative at Hyderabad. It evaluates the location-specific benefits that the sites have to 
offer, primarily in terms of abundant and low-cost labour resources. This study is enhanced by in-depth case studies of a cross-section 
of companies in the parks. It finds that, while location-specific merits abound, much of these have not translated to direct benefits to 
Singapore, largely due to socio-political problems that continue to plague the host environments. 
 
Key words: Industrial Parks - Singapore – Bangalore & Hyderabad, India 
 
Introduction 
 
“International Tech Park (ITPL) represents a tangible and concrete symbol of our larger concerted effort to 
partner each other in promoting technology-driven industries, and pursuing economic development… In so doing, 
we will bring growth to our host country, and at the same time grow the external wing of the Singapore economy.”  
 
                                                                                                        - Deputy Prime Minister Lee Hsien Loong 
                                                                                                     Cited in The Straits Times, 13 January, 2004 
 
Despite its resource-constrained domestic environment, Singapore has achieved significant economic 
growth by focusing on its core-competencies. Singapore’s infrastructural abilities, technological know-how and 
favourable reputation among foreign companies, coupled with its constant economic reform programs played a 
significant role in attracting foreign direct investment into the city-state. Such a move started as early as the mid-
1960s which saw the beginnings of the Singapore government’s aggressive approach to woo foreign MNCs to fuel 
the city state’s economic development (Pang, 1987; Huff, 1995). However, while much of Singapore’s initial growth 
relied upon such inflow of foreign investment, a reversal of trend was being observed by the mid 1980s. Rapid 
economic growth and liberalization of foreign investment controls in the Asian region presented Singapore with 
foreign investment opportunities for developing its external economy, locally known as the ‘second wing’. This 
second wing offered immense opportunities in the form of location-specific resource advantages that were either 
limited or totally absent in the city-state (Kanai, 1993; Pang, 1995; Okposin, 1999; Zutshi and Gibbons, 1998). 
Singapore sought to counter is own resource-deficient status by leveraging on such advantageous economic 
resources of neighbouring countries.  
 
  The regionalization program saw the establishment of industrial parks in the region that simulated a 
‘Singapore-styled’ business environment in the emerging economies (Perry and Yeoh, 2000; Sitathan, 2002). 
Regionalization was intended to create economic space for local and Singapore-based multinationals to redistribute 
their resource-dependent operations, and to upgrade their operations in Singapore to higher-end activities, utilizing 
the unique set of benefits and competencies offered by each location. Designed to accommodate resource-dependant 
operations’ of firms, it was envisaged that these industrial parks would enhance the competitiveness of Singapore-
based companies that redistribute particular operations to reap location advantages from the regional sites. This not 
only enhances the cost-competitiveness of firms, but develops Singapore as a high-value investment hub with 
strategic linkages to resource-abundant locations in the region. To augment the location advantages of the strategic 
sites, Singapore lends its reputation and competitive strengths in infrastructural development and management to the 
regional sites. 
 
To provide the context for this discussion, the theoretical considerations underpinning the projects in 
Bangalore and Hyderabad are sketched in the next section. The following section takes a closer look at the progress 
of the International Tech Park (ITPL) and the Hyderabad Information Technology and Engineering Consultancy 
City (HITEC City). Finally the challenges confronting these projects are examined. The analyses are further 
reinforced by our on-site empirical findings. The final section considers the implications of the new evidence to 
Singapore’s broader regionalization initiative.  
 
Theoretical Considerations 
 
 Location theories and, in particular, the agglomeration aspects suggest that there are scale economies to be 
derived through certain types of industries, or industrial clusters within a region, viz. internal economies, localization 
economies, and external economies (Perroux, 1950, 1955; Parr, 1965; Richardson, 1970; Hoover and Giarratani, 1985; 
Flomer, 1986). The agglomeration aspects include localization economies, urbanization economies, standardization 
economies and network externalities. Location theories, in the framework of Dunning’s eclectic paradigm, delve into 
interactions of ownership-specific advantages, internalisation-incentive advantages, and location-specific advantages 
for the raison d’être for foreign production, and in Dunning (1988), postulates that foreign investment will occur if it 
is advantageous to combine spatially transferable intermediate products produced in the home country, with at least 
some immobile factor endowments, or other intermediate products in another country. The deliberations have been 
extended, in recent literature, to a discourse on the presence of immobile clusters of complementary value-added 
activities (Markusen, 1996), and the transactional benefits of spatial proximity (Porter, 1994, 1996). 
  
 Theories, from the perspective of the firm, have argued that the production process should be viewed as a 
value chain, and firms should identify the comparative or location-specific advantages unique to each country (or 
region), and the competitive or firm-specific advantages unique to the firm/core functions, and then incorporate these 
advantages into the value chain (Kogut, 1984, 1985; Porter, 1986). Rationalization theories suggest that firms should 
redistribute their operations in different locations to capitalize on the comparative advantages offered in each location.  
 
Regionalization: Establishment of the Indian Presence 
 
The regionalization endeavour witnessed the growth of Singaporean industrial parks in numerous countries such as 
Indonesia, China, Vietnam and India. However, this paper will focus on the latest regionalization ventures in India 
in the cities of Bangalore and Hyderabad. The move into India was initiated in 1994 and the timing could not have 
been better. The early 1990s saw India throwing her doors open to foreign investment as part of a determined 
liberalization procedure in order to boost economic growth, akin to what Singapore had done in its early years of 
development. Singapore’s response was positive and led to the setting up of the International Technology Park 
(ITPL) in Bangalore, the country’s IT capital. Leveraging on its experience in Bangalore, 2002 saw Singapore 
entering a venture to develop the third phase of HITEC City, Hyderabad. 
 
  Singapore hoped to gain a lot from the tremendous location specific advantages that India put forward. The 
cheap and plenteous availability of both skilled and unskilled labour, the abundant land resources, espoused with the 
cooperative and encouraging attitude of the Indian government would definitely translate into a myriad of 
advantages for the city-state, if it were to relocate some of its operations in India. The Singapore government not 
only recognised this golden opportunity, but saw something more in an Indian park than it had seen in some of its 
already established parks. The information technology boom accompanied by the vast disposal of IT facilities and 
highly-skilled software specialists presented Singapore an avenue for building a technology park wherein high-end 
activities could take place. Hence, while other Singapore-styled parks engage primarily in manufacturing or 
“operations” activities, ITPL and HITEC provides Singapore with the unique set of advantages that blends low-cost 
and high-end activities at the same time. 
 
  The next section of the paper delves further into the International Tech Park at Bangalore. It also gives a 
prelude to the upcoming Phase 3 of HITEC City by examining the progress of Phase 1 and Phase 2. A detailed 
description of the functioning and characteristics of each park is presented.  
 
International Technology Park Limited  
 
Based on the perception that Singapore agencies have advantages in infrastructural development, ITPL was initiated 
as a real estate development in India. Located 18km away from Bangalore in India’s Silicon Valley1, ITPL is 
substantially different from the other industrial-township projects in Indonesia, China and Vietnam. While ITPL was 
set up with narrow objectives, using the basis that Singapore agencies have an advantage in infrastructural 
development in India, the other parks had a political objective to demonstrate the strength of the ‘Singapore 
development model’ and its transferability to other Asian environments. Another significant difference is the 
predominance of service and support operations in ITPL, as opposed to manufacturing operations in other industrial 
townships in Asia.  
 
 ITPL, launched in 1994, is a forerunner for the new generation of Singapore-developed industrial parks in 
India. The idea was mooted by Singapore’s Prime Minister Goh Chok Tong and India’s Premier, P.V. Narasimha 
Rao, in 1992. Construction commenced in September 1994, and the park was officially inaugurated in 2000.The 
partners in the ITPL project are a Singapore consortium of companies2 led by Ascendas International, the Tata 
Group (India’s largest business conglomerate) and the Karnataka state government in a 40-40-20 arrangement. The 
Karnataka state government has since reduced its stake to 6 percent, while the Singapore consortium and the Tata 
Group have increased their respective stakes to 47 percent each. 
 
 ITPL was marketed as an environment that “cuts through the red tape and bottlenecks that are a part of 
India’s infrastructure and operating environment” (The Straits Times, August 8, 1999). ITPL was slated to provide 
total business space solutions to multinationals and other conglomerates, within a state-of-the-art technology park. 
The park’s development consists of 2 phases. Phase 1, which includes the Discoverer, Creator and Innovator blocks, 
with built-up office, production and retail space, adopts the Singapore-styled, integrated ‘work, live and play’ 
concept. ITPL’s futuristic design comes complete with numerous amenities, facilities and support services, and 
includes residential apartments and penthouses. More distinctively, ITPL guarantees uninterrupted power supply and 
telecommunication facilities, immediate-occupancy business incubator space, and the formulaic ‘one-stop’ service. 
Phase 2, comprising the Explorer building, a replica of the Innovator, Built-To-Suit (BTS) facilities, is due for 
completion in early 2004. This phase will add a total area of 350,000 square feet to ITPL’s current built-up area of 
1.6 million square feet. ITPL also houses the Indian Institute of Information Technology, which provides 
professional and skilled manpower for the park’s tenants. 
 
 ITPL’s first development phase is fully committed. The earliest clients included SAP Labs, First Ring and 
24/7. The first 39 tenants started their operations in 1999, and created some 2000 jobs. To-date, there are 100 
confirmed tenants, of which 93 are operational with 8500 employees (Table 1). More than half the tenants are 
wholly or partially foreign-owned firms, and more than 70 percent are in software development, integrated circuit 
                                                 
1
 Indian universities reportedly graduate about 20,000 to 30,000 software engineers every year, and Bangalore has been a ‘hunting ground’ for 
Singapore companies and Singapore-based multinationals seeking low-cost IT specialists. 
 
2
 The Singapore consortium, Information Technology Park Investments Pte Ltd,  includes RSP Architects, Planners and Engineers, L&M 
Properties, Sembawang Industrial, Technology Parks (a Jurong Town Corporation subsidiary) and Parameswara Holdings (the investment arm of 
the Singapore Indian Chamber of Commerce). 
 
design, research and development and precision technology (Tables 2 and 3). ITPL’s tenants include global players 
like AT&T, IBM, Motorola, Sony, Texas Instruments, Citicorp and Thomas Cook. Operating profits have been 
registered, and ITPL is projected to break even within the next 4 years.     
   
Hyderabad Information Technology Engineering Consultancy City (HITEC City) 
 
Since the early-90s, the Andhra Pradesh Government saw the purpose of establishing a one-stop IT park as a means 
to attract foreign investment in IT and related sectors. It was this objective that led to the inauguration of Cyber 
Towers – Phase 1 of HITEC City on November 22, 1998. The Park is located in Hyderabad City, one of the top 
three destinations for investment in India. HITEC City is designed, constructed, marketed and maintained by L&T 
InfoCity Limited, a joint venture company of Larsen and Toubro3 (L&T) and Andhra Pradesh Industrial 
Infrastructure Corporation Limited4 (APIIC). 
 
The 151-acre park offers its occupant a choice of built-up space in 3 different phases: Cyber Towers, Cyber 
Gateway, and Cyber Pearl (which is due for completion on 2005). Cyber Towers offers its occupants over 580,000 
sq ft of office space, spread over 6 acres. It guarantees point-to-point connectivity and quality power supply. Cyber 
Towers was fully occupied within 14 months from launch. Customer approval is also seen in the form of ‘repeat 
orders’ where companies have ordered additional space in Phase 2. Cyber Gateway is Phase 2 of HITEC City. The 
building is designed as per Vastu Shastra, the ancient Indian science of architecture. It offers 866,000 sq ft of office 
space with glass facades and landscaped gardens. Fibre optic links to earthstations and ample parking space are 
additional advantages. 50% of HITEC City is reserved for companies seeking to develop independent and 
customized facilities. These built-to-suit facilities come with built-in infrastructure covering roads, water supply, 
drainage, street lighting and provision for data and voice connectivity. The available total office space in HITEC 
City is estimated to reach 5 million sq ft, some of which has been occupied by international names in the sphere of 
business – including Microsoft, Infosys, Oracle, GE Capital, HSBC. 
 
HITEC has state-of the art infrastructure, communication facilities and amenities like hotels, club house, 
hospital and shopping complex. Financial incentives such as waiver of duty charges for companies which want to 
relocate to HITEC City are also offered. Furthermore, Hyderabad’s top-flight research and training institutes such as 
Indian Institute of Technology (IIT) are a continual source of top-of-the-line talent, and there are future plans for 
HITEC City to be the nerve centre of ‘Cyberabad’- a City envisaged exclusively for knowledge-based enterprises. 
These factors have combined to attract a cynosure of global IT players. The 50 operating tenants at HITEC have a 
total workforce of 29000 (Table 4). 50% of the companies are Indian-owned and another 30% are from the USA 
(Table 5). 40% of the companies are involved in Software development, R & D etc (Table 6). 
 
Questionnaire surveys 
 
 To add empirical rigor to our research, we applied the survey questionnaire developed in Yeoh, et al. 
(2000) to gauge the differential impact of various push/pull factors on the tenants’ decision to locate in the case-
study parks. Data was collected on the profile of the respondents, the factors that attracted the respondents to invest 
in the park, and the constraints on their operations. A total of 80 responses were collected from the case-study IT 
parks. 
 
Profile of the respondents 
 
There are 47 respondents in the HITEC survey, of which 27 were wholly Indian-owned, 4 was a joint-venture and 
16 were wholly foreign-owned. There were 23 small firms, 17 medium-sized firms, and 7 large firms. As for the 
nature of operations, 23 were involved in software development, 3 were in telecommunications, 1 was in research 
and development, 8 were involved in support services, 10 were in banking sector and 2 were involved in electronics. 
                                                 
3
 L&T is India’s premier conglomerate with business interests spanning an engineering and construction core, cement and information 
technology. It ranks among the top 5 Indian companies in the private sector.  
 
4
 APIIC is a growing state government enterprises in Andhra Pradesh. To date, it has developed 25000 acres of land for industries, set up 
industrial estates and export promotion parks. Its track- record includes an industrial project in Wadapally, the mega industrial City of 
Krishnapatnam, ports in Vishakhapatnam and Kakinada, apparel Promotion Park and a modern hardware technology park near Hyderabad.  
 
In terms of target markets, 25 firms targeted the domestic market, 18 exported to the USA, while 4 other firms 
catered to other countries. 
 
Of the 33 respondents from ITPL, 4 were wholly Singapore-owned, 6 were joint-ventures and 23 were wholly 
foreign-owned. 16 of the respondents were involved in software development, 4 were involved in support services 
and 2 in research and development. 15 respondents had a sales turnover less than US$ 5 million and 4 respondents 
had sales between US$ 5 million and US$ 50 million.  
 
Statistical treatment of survey results 
 
 Logit analysis was used to compare the location factors influencing the tenants’ decision to set up their 
operations in the case-study parks. The logit model, estimated by maximum likelihood, takes the following form:  
                              
                           Pi = exp(Zi) / [ 1 + exp(Zi)] 
 
 where:    Pi is the probability of firm being located in the particular park 
                exp refers to the exponentiation operator, and 
      Zi is a linear function of the push/pull factors defined as   
      i = 5 
Zi = α0 + ∑ αi Fi 
      
i= 1 
 
  
where:    F1 = 1 if “Support from local authorities” is selected, 0 otherwise  
F2 = 1 if “Efficient host government institutions” is selected, 0 otherwise 
F3 = 1 if “Competitive labor costs” is selected, 0 otherwise 
F4 = 1 if “Competitive overheads” is selected, 0 otherwise 
F5 = 1 if “Presence of major suppliers” is selected, 0 otherwise 
α0 = constant term 
αi = coefficient of independent (explanatory) variable 
 
 Estimated coefficients in the logit model, if statistically significant, would suggest that the firm choosing 
that particular push/pull factor is more likely to be from HITEC than from ITPL. For example, where HITEC is the 
dependent variable, if the coefficient of F1 is positive and significant, this would suggest that, after taking into 
account the effects of other push/pull factors, a firm choosing “Support from local authorities” has a higher 
probability of being a firm located in HITEC than ITPL compared to a firm which did not select this choice as one 
of their reasons for re-locating, i.e. Support from local authorities is a stronger influence for the HITEC investments 
than ITPL investments. The results of the statistical test are presented in Table 7. 
 
 A similar logit model was applied to the constraints faced by the parks’ tenants: 
 
Pi = exp(Zi) / [ 1 + exp(Zi)] 
 
 where:   Pi is the probability of firm being located in the particular park 
                 exp refers to the exponentiation operator, and 
      Zi is a linear function of the constraints defined as  
    i = n 
 Zi = β0 + ∑ β i Ci 
   
i = 1 
 where:   Ci (1 to n, depending on the type of constraint) = 1 if constraint i is selected, 0 otherwise  
β
 0 = constant term 
β
 i = coefficient of independent (explanatory) variable 
 
 In this case, estimated coefficients in the logit model, if statistically significant, would suggest that the firm 
choosing that particular constraint is more likely to be from HITEC than from ITPL. For example, where HITEC is 
the dependent variable, if the coefficient of C1 is positive and significant, this would suggest that, after taking into 
account the effects of other labor constraints, a firm choosing “shortage of semi-skilled and skilled labour” has a 
higher probability of being a firm located in HITEC than ITPL compared to a firm which did not select this choice 
as one of the constraints they face. The results of the statistical test are presented in Table 8. 
 
Discussion 
 
Singapore leverages on its infrastructure development expertise and the location-specific advantages in the India to 
market its industrial parks. It supplements these purported advantages with its political commitment to the Parks, as 
demonstrated by the many bilateral agreements between Singapore’s GLCs and India, and/or politically linked 
business conglomerates, and a host of investment incentives, to attract TNCs to these ‘privileged’ enclaves.  
  
Though India has been highlighted for being able to provide the advantage of plentiful and cost-effective 
labour, this edge has not been the leading influencing factor in attracting firms to the park. Instead, the crucial 
reason, which has encouraged firms to settle in the park, has been that of superior infrastructural facilities and also 
the efficient Singapore-styled management. This, along with the advanced technology made available at both parks, 
has helped make the parks the meeting point of companies such as Microsoft, Infosys and Oracle, engaged chiefly in 
the its core industries, that is, those placed in the higher end of the value chain.  
  
                Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (w), at 0.526, suggests that the two parks have distinctively different 
rankings in respect of their location factors. For example, the tenants located at HITEC City regards efficient host 
government institutions as the most important factor influencing their decision to invest as seen in the rankings 
given and also the positive and statistically significant α2 (=3.814), while it is not the case for ITPL tenants. 
Nonetheless, the tenants at HITEC do share a few similarities to those in ITPL. In both parks, tenants were attracted 
to establish production there partly due to the support from local authorities and the competitive labour cost that is 
present. However, for the factor ‘support from local authorities’ were more likely to be emphasized by the tenants of 
HITEC, as compared to ITPL tenants, as indicated by the positive and statistically significant α1 (=1.549). Another 
factor that proved to be more important to HITEC tenants is competitive labour costs as shown by the positive 
statistically significant α3 (=3.677). 
  
Our study, concurrently, touches upon some emerging constraints which have undermined the 
attractiveness of the case-study parks. These constraints are categorised into three broad groups: labour-related 
constraints, organization and technology-related constraints, and those relating to the economic ‘environment’, such 
as government policies and regulations. As with the location factors, HITEC tenants appear to encounter a relatively 
similar ‘patterns’ of constraints compared to the ITPL scenario as shown by Kendall’s w (for all constraints) which 
is estimated at 0.676. 
  
While competitive labour cost is a primary location advantage for HITEC, rising labour cost appear to be 
diminishing this initial advantage. This constraint was cited by 17 percent of HITEC tenants. This trend may be 
attributed to the rising standard and cost of living associated with the Park and its surrounding as the Park grows in 
strength. Similarly, tenants in ITPL also cited this problem as its main concern under labour-related constraints that 
they face. Another labour related problem is shortage of semi-skilled and skilled labour as cited also by about 17 
percent of HITEC tenants. One plausible reason that may explain this is that the park’s advantage of attracting 
professional and highly qualified labour has overshadowed the need for lower-skilled labour. 
  
The ‘state-of-the-art’ infrastructure of both parks, though reliable and efficient, also proved to be costly, as 
facilities such as the power plant, waste-treatment system and fully computerised systems are put in place. “High 
and/or rising overhead costs” was cited by 38.2 percent of HITEC respondents and 48.4 percent of ITPL 
respondents; further evaluation shows that ITPL tenants are more likely to be concerned by this constraint as shown 
by the positive and statistically significant β4 (=-0.975). Kendall’s w, at 0.658, suggests some similarity in the 
‘ranking pattern’ for organizational and technology-related constraints. In contrast, Kendall’s w, at 0.000, indicates a 
high degree of divergence in respect of the “environmental” constraints confronting the survey respondents. True 
enough, looking at the ranking, it is a mirror image between parks. “Competition from similar parks in host country” 
was a major constraint faced by HITEC tenants as cited by 72.3 percent of HITEC tenants in contrast with only 0.1 
percent of ITPL tenants. A positive and significant β3 (=3.167) suggests that HITEC tenants are more likely to be 
more perturbed by this constraint, compared to ITPL tenants. 
  
To a large extent, the parks have succeeded in providing the crucial links within the value-added chain that 
give its clients firms a competitive advantage. Our study, however, hint at certain emerging constraints on the flip 
side of the desired strategic fit – India’s ability to sustain its comparative advantages. So far, they have only been 
using its edge on the basic factors of production which is its low-cost labour workforce. Inevitably, as time passes, 
comparative advantages in factors of production such as low labour cost and low overhead cost will be eroded. 
Thus, these parks need to find other incentives and measures to retain their attractiveness in India. 
 
Conclusion 
 
ITPL and HITEC City prove to be a refreshing change in Singapore’s series of overseas investments. It showcases a 
unique blend of high-value added activities performed at comparatively lower costs. HITEC City has the potential of 
furnishing Singapore with location- specific advantages similar to ITPL. However, as mentioned in the above 
section, the location specific advantages come with numerous other limitations. Singapore’s presence in ITPL has 
gone a long way in eliminating many of these limitations, so as to provide companies looking to settle at ITPL with 
an advantageous location i.e. a combination of the proffered Singaporean experience and country-specific 
comparative advantages has helped to attract businesses to ITPL. 
 
Singapore’s Positive Reputation: 
 
ITPL’s success hinges on the “Singapore-styled design and management” reputation. In a country where corporate 
image is of immense importance the Singapore presence contributes tremendously in enhancing this image. The 
city-state is world renowned for its management skills, disciplined efficiency and corruption-free administration. 
Though the effect of the ‘Singapore-label’ will only be seen in the future in the case of HITEC City, it can already 
be seen at ITPL, where considerable premium is being placed on the Singapore presence. As a result, the latter has 
successfully leveraged on this reputation of reliable infrastructure to motivate companies to relocate to these areas 
where such facilities are anomalies. The parks have been attracting investors with its formulaic one-stop service 
within a self-sufficient, self-contained environment, which is unburdened by inefficient administration. For example, 
ITPL is being used by many tenants to establish their brand-image, as there is prestige associated with being located 
in, what is locally known as, the ‘Singapore Park5’. 
 
India’s Location Advantage: 
 
ITPL and HITEC City have provided considerable location-specific comparative advantage in terms cheap 
and plentiful labour. Its contribution also extends to the nature of labour provided that enable high value-added 
activities within the parks, making readily available high-quality software developers and IT personnel, as well as a 
pool of competent graduates, for various operations within the park. India has been one of the biggest beneficiaries 
of the global shift of high-wage professional jobs to low-cost countries (The Straits Times, August 16, 2003). The 
supply of qualified, English speaking professionals at lower costs has given the country an edge in wooing foreign 
companies. In fact, the Singapore government has constantly recognised this low-cost competitiveness offered by 
countries like India which doubles as a potential and a threat. 
 
 ITPL and HITEC City share the characteristics of active government involvement, with the Indian 
counterparts being the Karnataka and Andhra Pradesh State governments respectively, and influential business 
groups being the Tata Group and Larsen and Tourbo Ltd. respectively. The strategic alliances between Singapore’s 
government-linked companies, and its counterparts in the regional sites, were instrumental in mobilizing the 
resources to take on these multi-million projects. However, it must be noted that the mushrooming of other parks in 
the vicinity as ITPL and HITEC City, such as Software Tech Park and Vanenburg respectively, have heightened the 
competition amongst these parks in trying to attract foreign enterprises. However, ITPL’s differentiating factor lies 
in its Singapore ‘connection’, which has proved to be an important marketing edge over other technology parks in 
the country.  
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Table 1: International Technology Park Limited 
Operational Statistics (January 2003) 
 
General Information 
Scale of Development  
Developed Area 
Total Investment Value 
Confirmed Tenants 
Operating Tenants 
Area Taken Up 
Park Population 
About 70 acres 
1.6 million sq ft 
SG$200 Million 
100 
 93 
1.4 million sq ft. 
8,500 
     
                                                      Source: ITPL, Bangalore 
 
 
  Table 2: ITPL – Tenant Profile: 
by Country of Origin (January 2003) 
 
Country Percent 
USA 42 
India 36 
Europe 16 
Asia 6 
 
                                                                                                                                            Source: ITPL, Bangalore 
 
Table 3: ITPL – Tenant Profile: 
by Sector (January 2003) 
 
Sector Percent Sector Percent 
Software Development 49 IC Design 3 
BPO/ITES 24 R&D 1 
Biotech/Bio-Informatics 3 Educational Institutions 2 
Manufacturing 10 Others 8 
         
                                                                                                                                            Source: ITPL, Bangalore 
Table 4: Hitec City 
Operational Statistics (December 2003) 
 
General Information 
Scale of Development  
Developed Area 
Total Investment Value 
Confirmed Tenants 
Operating Tenants 
Area Taken Up 
Park Population 
10 million sq. ft 
6 million sq ft 
US $375 million 
50 
50 
6 million sq ft. 
29000 
                                                                                                                                             
                                                                                                             Source: L&T INFOCity Limited, Hyderabad 
 
 
  Table 5: Hitec City – Tenant Profile: 
by Country of Origin (December 2003) 
 
Country Numbers 
USA 15 
India 25 
Europe 6 
Others 4 
                                                                                                                                                                                                              
                                                                                                             Source: L&T INFOCity Limited, Hyderabad 
 
 
 
Table 6: Hitec City – Tenant Profile: 
by Sector (December 2003) 
 
Sector Numbers  Number
s 
Software Development 20 Telecommunications 4 
BPO/ITES 5 Manufacturing 2 
Finance 10 Others 9 
                                                                                                                                            
                                                                                                             Source: L&T INFOCity Limited, Hyderabad 
Table 7: Factors Influencing the Respondents’ Decisions 
 to Invest in HITEC City and ITPL 
 
Popular Ranking 
HITEC ITPL 
Maximum Likelihood 
Estimates- Binary Logit 
ψ, φ
 
Variables 
Frequency Rank Frequency Rank α i p-value 
Support from local 
authorities 37 2 7 1 1.549 0.070 *** 
Efficient host 
government institutions 39 1 1 4 3.814 0.000 * 
Competitive labor costs 13 3 5 2 3.677 0.057 *** 
Competitive overheads 3 4 1 4 -1.557 0.402  
Presence of major 
suppliers 1 5 2 3 2.408 0.138  
Constant (α0)  -2.408 0.003 * 
 
Source: Questionnaire surveys. 
 
Kendall’s w = 0.526 
 
Note: ψ Estimated values were taken from “forced entry” regression. 
          
φ
 p-values are for 2-tailed tests. 
          * Significant at 1% level 
        ** Significant at 5% level 
      *** Significant at 10% level  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8: Constraints on the Respondents’ Operations in HITEC City and ITPL 
 
Popular Ranking 
            HITEC           ITPL 
Maximum Likelihood 
Estimates – Binary Logit 
ψ, φ
 
Variables 
Frequency Rank Frequency Rank α i p-value 
Labor-related constraints    
Shortage of semi-skilled and 
skilled labor 
 
8 2 (5) 3 4 (7) 0.001 0.999  
Shortage of professionals and 
managers 6 5 (9) 4 3 (5) -0.448 0.542 
Rising labor costs 8 2 (5) 7 1 (3) -0.733 0.287 
Industrial relations problems 8 2 (5) 3 4 (7) -0.141 0.861  
Others 9 1 (4) 7 1 (3) -0.681 0.331  
Constant (α0)     1.166 0.017*** 
Organizational and 
technology-related constraints  
   
Difficulty in obtaining capital 
equipment 3 4 (12) 3 2 (7) -0.734 0.409
Difficulty in introducing new 
technology and techniques 5 3 (11) 3 2 (7) -0.436 0.597  
Lack of good supporting 
services 15 2 (3) 2 4 (12) 0.463 0.502  
High and/or rising overhead 
costs 18 1 (2) 16 1 (1) -0.975 0.084*** 
Constant (β
 0)     1.142 0.024*** 
‘Environmental’ constraints    
Impact of host government 
regulations 6 3 (9) 8 1 (2) 0.156 0.837  
Competition from overseas 
competitors 7 2 (8) 4 2 (5) 0.993 0.217 
Competition from similar 
parks in host country 34 1 (1) 3 3 (7) 3.167 0.000* 
Constant (β
 0)     -0.777 0.163  
 
Source: Questionnaire surveys. 
 
Kendall’s w for: 
1. Labor constraints = 0.676 
2. Organizational and technological constraints = 0.658 
3. Environmental constraints = 0.000 
All constraints = 0.519 
Note: ψ Estimated values were taken from “forced entry” regression          
 
φ
 p-values are for 2-tailed tests. 
          * Significant at 1% level 
        ** Significant at 5% level 
      *** Significant at 10% level 
 
